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Latwan Wilson appeals from the sentence imposed upon revocation of 

supervised release.  We have jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291, and we

affirm.
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Wilson contends that the case must be remanded for resentencing because

the district court was unaware that it had discretion to run the sentence

concurrently to the term imposed by the Eastern District of Wisconsin under 18

U.S.C. § 3584(a).    

 While the district court did not explicitly state that it was exercising its

discretion to run the sentence consecutive pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3584(a), the

record is devoid of any evidence that the district court erroneously believed that it

lacked such discretion.  We have previously held that 18 U.S.C. § 3584(a) does

not require the district court to justify its choice between concurrent and

consecutive sentences, but the court must justify the sentence as a whole with

reference to the factors listed in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a).  See United States v. Fifield,

432 F.3d 1056, 1066 (9th Cir. 2005).  The district court properly did so here.  See

id.

AFFIRMED.


